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ABSTRACT 

Little research has been done on the topic of 
computer use in curriculum development and curriculum management. 
This lack of information inspired a survey endorsed by the Colorado 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (CASCD) . After 
an initial survey of 106 subjects, including 50 state departments of 
education, 6 states were identified that presumably had had early 
exposure to computer use in education. The survey then focused on 
districts in these states, plus members of the CASCD, graduates at 
the University of Colorado, and districts cited on returned 
questionnaires. In most responses from the 81 computer-using 
districts, the curriculum department was found to be responsible for 
computer use in curriculum work. The average sum spent on computer 
use was $20,000 a year. Most respondents employed from one to three 
full-time and one to five part-time personnel to operate the 
computers. The software used was developed locally by the district. 
The questionnaires revealed that computers were used for monitoring 
student progress, for efficiency, and for speed. Finally, state 
agencies provided personnel and financial support twice as often as 
other agencies. The document includes eight tables, a list of 
selected references, a copy of the survey, and two other appendices. 
(RG) 
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THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 
Introduction 

The advent of the information age and its concomitant tool, the comouter 
have impacted education K-12. Most school systems employ wmpute?s^i 5 * 
their business offices to deal with the operational aspects of the d strict 
assfste'5 inTr^lVZ ^^^-^^^^^^^S^* variSus grade l"S?s anfw S illol uier 
assisted instruction are common place. What is less salient is the dearee 
of computer use in curriculum service divisions in school systLs ^ 

??rJi^ou%er'?ac?li5ft.5'?^ °^ "hool management; 

tr.e computer taciiitates the process. The subject for this studv was the 

degree of use of computers in curriculum development and curHculum management. 

THE BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

mir'JlS^Ir ^^''•'''? "^epa^trents in school systems are responsible for a 
myriad of curriculum development and curriculum management functions 
For purposes of this study the following components wl^fisolaJed? 

1. Curriculum Design 

2. Needs Assessment 

3. Forecasting 

4. Selection of Objectives 

5. Generating Test Items 

6. Monitoring Student Progress 

7. Evaluation 

8. Materials Selection 

9. Analysis of Scope and Sequence 

10. Development of Objectives 

11. Grouping Students 

12. Reporting Student Progress to Parents 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
This descriptive study explored the use of computers in curriculum develooment 

1. Are computers used in curriculum development and curriculum management? 
^* Ian?SemenJ?'"* computers used in curriculum development and curriculum 

^' S'!!!!*/''®^*'^? specific uses of computers in curriculum development 
and curriculum management? wh'"ciil 

mSnageSr """^ curriculum development and curriculum 
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5. What corrmitment has the district made to computer assisted curriculum 
development and curriculum management in terms of dollar allocations 
and personnel? ^ 

6. Which agencies have provided personnel, financial, and material support 
for use of computers in curriculum development and curriculum management? 

RELATED RESEARCH 

In recent years, much has been written about computers in general and about 
curriculum and instruction in particular. With decreases in funds for 
education schools are looking toward computer technology, 

"as a way of helping them provide programs that are machine related, 
or facilitated by hardware and software, and which are not as dtpendent 
upon personnel or as labor intensive." (Gawronski 1983) 

Charlene West (1983) stated: 

"Visibly and invisibly, computers are shaping society. Most of us 
can't go through a single day without coming into contact with some 
form of advanced technology—whether buying groceries, ordering a 
Big Mac, making travel reservations, diagnosing what's wrong with 

our cars, or searching for a new home to live in Today more than 

half of the jobs in the nation are in the information industry." 

Ramon Zamora (1983) added, 

"Today's children progress toward a future where accessing, creating, 
and manipulating information, products, and services will be essential 
skills." 

Global type statements as those above should lead one to presume that research 
was and is being conducted in curriculum management and curriculum development. 
That IS a questionable presumption based upon the findings of this study. 

The researchers in this current study performed a computer search of the 
literature using the following identifiers: (1) curriculum development 
(including conceptualizing, planning, etc.); (2) curriculum design (arrangement 
for the component parts of a curriculum); (3) computer managed instruction 
(use of a computer to maintain and analyze data); (4) curriculum forecasting: 
(5) curriculum assessment; and (6) computer use in curriculum development. 
A total of 39 titles were generated from the search. Examination of the 
articles and titles generated revealed even though the identifiers related 
to computer use in curriculum management—assessment, forecasting, development, 
etc.,— that a majority of the titles and articles generated by the search 
related to the use of computers in Instruction and In business management. 

['■''rxg the identifiers listed above, the computer search located 10 items 
jted to computer assisted instruction; four related to teaching via 
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SSlESiSSn"-- - ^^^^ 

manlSntT^lv'leC aJS'r'Ineifl*^? Jhf"""*": """J"^ P^sran, which permitted 
cuJc.™: The J^^l^rSX-S »l5^X*o?1lJan^iJnS^r 

LTXZr D;?l"choSl'Scha5;?l„Sl^E!^ ~tT^"^S rf'""' ""-P-ter 
and suggested their comnuter^^t^Jf " ^'"'^ obtained positive results 

with a^?a,uah1eM5 T^Zil^Z ^^^^'^Z^^.V^^ZZl'; """"^^ 

Jetyoped°"l'h"a^d'SS:k''?lr^h°e' IV.ltl^'h:''''''"'!. """tlon 

data sjster,. The systei S^sC^bed l^^^^"'" occupational currlculur, 

JI!af'^Sjofv%IT'u\flJ'^oIo:tfrj'":i'''r ""f^opment and .a„age.ent 

niaterla" to f acl 1 Uate the ?Sar1 nS'oJ^rr"*"'"^ ^ ' crrlcul um 

u latMiiaie tne snaring of resources among Involved parties." 

^iiiz^l ifX9tVT<^u iizi:t sr'^'"'"" project. ' 

or performance objictTves a^d'^hf h2S.?^ sequencing of tasks, the writing 
Additionally, a IMS No?lh Carolina nuh ?ST?-* of objective-based evaluations. 
Utilization in North Carolina Public'^vin^?rS"' for Computer 

model which described swe oosslb I If- " a^n'stratlve 

the school system and sSJoo? b"nd1ng7e"e?s.""''"^''*"" " 

st"dj qu^°Hft"s\7 w'olo'rator; ^'1^'^^^'*"'' ""^l""^" t*"" the present 
studies have been conducted. ^ ^^^'^^ ^"^arch 
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DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

This was an exploratory study of the current uses of computers in curriculum 
development and curriculum management as reported by a selected sample 
of American school districts. The intent was to identify leaders in this 
area. 

It was decided to survey all 50 state departments of education plus the 
directors of the accrediting associations in all 50 states. This preliminary 
survey was done to generate a list of school districts which had been identified 
as using computers in curriculum development and/or management. Letters 
were sent to the agencies and people shown in Table 1. 

TABLE 1. INITIAL SURVEY SUBJECTS 



Agencies and People Numbers 



State Departments of Education 50 

Regional Accreditation Chairpersons 6 

North Central Directors 19 

Southern Association Directors 11 

Northwest Association Directors 7 

Middle States Association Director 1 

Western Association Director 1 

New England Association Director 1 

Selected Education Leaders _10 

Total 106 



Colorado ASCD Endorsement 

Upon the request of the research team, the Executive Board of the Colorado 
As*^ "iation for Supervision and Curriculum Development endorsed the study, 
s;. i cover letters for all mailings were on Colorado ASCD stationery. 
Thi; Colorado ASCD support enabled the research team to use ASCD lists 
of members for Colorado, Florida, California, Minnesota, Oregon, and Texas. 
This helped with the return since a Colorado ASCD endorsed study team was 
requesting information in many cases from ASCD members in other states. 
These states were selected for more in depth sampling based upon the belief 
that they had early and extensive involvement with the use of computers 
for educational purposes. 

Selected Sample 

Approximately 100 school districts were identified through the initial 
survey as being involved with computer-based curriculum development. A 
questionnaire was developed to send to these districts (Appendix A). Information 
was sought with respect to what uses the school districts were making of 
computers in curriculum development and curriculum management. Two additionally 
selected groups were surveyed. A group of Univer-^ity of Colorado doctoral 
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2eJp iJrfuSpS P"f"j management positions across the country 

^nlftinnc. ?® • selected school districts were cited on the returned 

quest1onr,a1res and were thus added to the sample. Table 2 presents the 
groups to which the survey was mailed and the number of questionnaires 
sent to each group. 

TABLE 2. GROUPS TO WHICH SURVEYS WERE MAILED 

^I^liSl , Number of Questionnaires 

School Districts Identified through the 

Initial Survey iqq 
ASCD Members in Selected Samples from 

California, Florida, Minnesota, 

Texas, Oregon, and Colorado 125 
Selected Group of University of Colorado 

Doctoral Graduates 25 
Identified School Districts from Second 

Mailing 25 

Total 275 

Instrument 

Using ten basic questions about the use of computers in curriculum development 
and curriculum management, the research team developed a questionnaire ^ 
designed to gain information about the problems and subproblems. 

These subquestions were covered in the survey; 

^* mInSeStf ""'"^ computers in curriculum development and curriculum 



2. 
3, 



Which office/department is responsible for the use of computers in 
curriculum development and management? 

What is the approximate amount of money that your district spends 
annually for using computers in curriculum development and manage 



nagement? 

4. How many full- and/or part-time personnel has your district coimitted 
to work with computers in developing and managing curr^/culum? 

^* managStr^ '"^^^'"9 ^^"^ curriculum development and 

^* lanag^eStr"* ^''^ "^^"^ computers in curriculum development and 

7. How is your district csing computers in curriculum development and 
management? 
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8. What reasons were behind your district's decision to use computers 
In curriculum development and management? 



9. What agencies have provided you with personnel, financial, or material 

support for your use of computers in curriculum development and management? 

10. What other school districts do you know of which are using computers 
in curriculum development and management? 

Several itsms concerned with the nature of the school districts were also 
included to determine if the districts identified as working with computer 
curriculum development had any specific characteristics. All questionnaires 
were mailed o the selected school districts with a cover letter on Colorado 
ASCD stationery and with a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. 

Returns 

Questionnaires were sent to school districts in 38 states. California, 
Colorado, Florida, Minnesota, Massachusetts, Oregon, and Texas all had 
20 to 25 school districts surveyed. Table 3 reports on the responses. 

TABLE 3. RETURNS OF THE SURVEY 



Categories Number 

Total Ques1;ionnaires Mailed 275 

Non Deliverable Questionnaires 3 

Usable Returns H2 

Non Usable Returns 14 



Using 126 as the total number of returns and 272 as the total number of 
questionnaires delivered to the school districts, the return rate was 46 
percer^t. 

In Table 4, the returns are broken down by state. There were returns from 

31 states. As would be expected, the largest number of returns was from 

those states which received the most survey instruments. There were a 

few surprises in the data. New Mexico (5), Idaho (6), Maine (5), Mississippi 

(8), and Missouri (6) had returns as shown in the parentheses. These were 

net originally identified as states which had active computer programs 

ir education. They were cited by the State Department of Education responders, 

the accrediting association directors, or by the survey responders; and 

it was found that some of these states were sponsoring programs which had 

resulted in greater district use of computers. 
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TABLE 4. SCHOOL DISTRICTS REPORTING BY STATES 



e^.-^^ Questionnaires Questionnaires 

iHiS Hailed Returned 



Hawaii 
Idaho 



Montana 



Arizona g 

Arkansas 1 

California 22 

Colorado 21 

Connecticut 2 

Florida 19 

Georgia 2 



2 

1 1 

11 



Illinois 3 



Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 

Massachusetts 2 



Missouri 3 



Rhode Island 2 

South Carolina g 

South Dakota 4 

Tennessee 3 
Texas 

Utah 



7 
1 



4 
1 

1 1 

9 6 

0 



1 1 

2 1 
1 1 
5 4 

1 



Michigan 5 , 

Minnesota 22 7 

Mississippi 18 9 



6* 



1 1 



1 

1 1 

0 

2* 
5 



Nebraska 5 

Nevada 1 

New Hampshire 2 

New Jersey 1 

New Mexico g 

New York 5 2 

North Carolina o n 

Ohio " 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 23 



1 0 
3 3 

6 



1 
4 

4 1 

2 

22 8 



0 



Washington g ^ 

Wisconsin 1 J 

Wyoming 4 cv 

Sub Total 755 fiTr 

Non Deliverable 3 

Non Usable Returns 14 

Total ^ ^ 

»Keturned questionnaires exceed questionnaires mailed to that state 
Our explanation is that the original subject had no curriculum 

o !L''!S3''*'" J®"" survey to someone in another 

gpj^ stat€ who had a computer prograin. ^ 



DATA ANALYSIS 

The returned questionnaires were analyzed using the Statistical Package 
for Social Sciences (SPSS) programs. The programs used produced a frequency 
distribution for each item of the survey (frequencies) and a Chi-square 
comparison among the items of the survey (crosstabs). In addition, the 
open-ended questions were compiled and analyzed by use of frequency and 
rank order tables. One hu.idred and ten surveys were analyzed. Eighty-one 
districts of that number indicated that they were "using computers in curriculum 
development and management" (Question #1). The remainder of this analysis 
is focused on the eighty-one returns from districts reporting using computers. 

Demographic Information 

The demographic information that came from the data analysis is presented 
In the following summary statements. 

1. Broken down by region, the 81 districts were distributed as follows: 
West-31. North Central-18. South-23. and Northeast-8 (Appendix 

2. Seventy-six percent of the districts had fewer than 20.000 students. 

3. Seventy-one percent of the districts were located in urban areas, 
suburbs, or medium-sized cities. 

4. Eighty-six percent of the districts were organized in the K-12 structure. 

^* Sf^nEnP^'^ 7^ percent of the districts was between $2,000 

and $4,000 per year. 

6. Sixty percent of the districts listed the curriculum department as 
the office responsible for using computers in curriculum development 
and management (Question #2). «h"'cml 

7. The median annual expenditure for using computers in curriculum develooment 
and management was $20,000 (Question #3). ueveiopment 

8. Seventy-one percent of the districts reported using 1-3 full-time 
personnel for developing and managing curriculum (Question #4). 

9. Seventy-six percent of the districts reported using 1-5 part-time 
personnel for developing and managing curriculum (Question #4). 

10. Seventy-one percent of the districts reported that they were using 

computers for curriculum development and management on a district-wide 
basis (Question #6). 

An open-ended question (#5) asked respondents: "What computer software 

are you using for curriculum management and curriculum development?" Respondents 

8 
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S^nJon -Ih J """^^IP^^ responses. A total of 162 responses to the 
thaf lol tu II thS'"*^ P''°9rams were listed. The researchers concluded 
illi ?^ ^'^^ programs are used in curriculum management and curriculum 

su2iIcTL"t\pi"'' """^ 'J P^^a^^""^ Sfre PelaSed ?S 

subject matter area- and student evaluation. Of course a hmarf Hofi-n<+,-«n 

of curriculum might extend the software packages tS Jnclude a?f nameJ?^''°" 

i°JnL^^oJ'*J5^''^''^^SP^? software packages were named most often by respondents 
2as?e?v SLnpI!nE°;^f;*' '"'"'"""^ ^^^^ t^*^^^ P^^kages were locallj developed. 
Darj!oL nJ™2S^"* S V*'^ mentioned second most numerously. Other 

f^oJupnr. ™ 'I- ^'f*^^ mentioned numerous times have their 

o!;?y oSce. " " parenthesis. Those with no numbers were mentioned 

SkS^^ ^^^^n^Se^e'^^^^^^^^" '''''''''' 



District Developed (27) 
Mastery Management System (17) 

(Houghton-Mifflin) 
AppleWorks (12) 
IBM Packages (8) 
Apple Products-MECC (6) 
Lotus 123 (6) 

MacIntosh/Excel/MacWrite (4) 
IMS+ from Scantron (3) 
PFS (3) 

WICAT System (3) 

Word Perfect (3) 

WordStar (3) 

AppleWriter (3) 

DEC Wordprocessing (3) 

Curriculum Management Systems (2) 

DisplayWrite (2) 

J&K's Student System (2) 

OSIRIS (2) 

TESCOR (2) 

Random House— Individualized 

Study Master (2) 
Add i son-Wesley, Management in Math 
Bank Street Writer 
Burroughs B-25 Software 
CAI Blocks 

Central Systems Testing Package 
Century Consultants L&D 
Chadsworth Data Systems 
Cinncinnati Instructional Manager 
Classroom Answer 

Collier Package. Collier Co., Florida 
Comprehensive Communications 

Reading Program 
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 
Computer Adaptive Testing 
Computer Curriculum Corp. 



DB Master 
ENROLL 
EPIE 
ESTC 

Evans Newton Project Basic 
FreeLance 

6inn Management in Reading 

Grade Book—Grade Calc 

Gulf Ed. System 

Harcourt Brace 

IMPAC Arkansas State Univ. 

Logo 

McGraw Hill MIMS Project 

MEB. Inc. 

Microsystems 

Milliken 

MS DOS 

Multiplan 

PageMaker 

PAR (Student Assessment) 
Prescriptive Learning 
Profile III Plus 
R Base 5000 
Reflex 

Scoring by Objectives 
South Carolina Governor's 
Remediation Program 
State Developed Software 
SuperCalc 
Superscript 

Syntrex (Word Processing) 
Terrapin Logo 

Tests of Individualized Performance 

Systems 
The Classroom Answer 
The School S> ,em 
Twin 

Waterford Test of Basic Skills 



•What reasons were behind your district's decision to use computers in 
curriculum management and curriculum development?" was question #8 of the 
survey. The responses to Question #8 are suimiarized in Table 6. The responses 
to this question related more to speed and efficiency in handling data 
than to an intent to use the computer to develop or manage curriculum. 

IJ51;rrS;uT'^^^^°'^^ ^^^^^ COMPUTERS IN CURRICULUM DESIGN AND CURRICULUM 
MANAGcMcNT 

Reasons 

Monitor student progress 
Efficiency 
Speed 

State mandate 
Reduce paper work 

Ease of changing and updating information 
Facilitate student learning 
Growing amount of Information to manage 
Effectiveness 
Accuracy 

Caused by computer Infusion into classrooms 
Or^come based education 
Convenience 
Accountability 
Community expectations 
Cost 

Evolved from mainframe applications 
Monitor teacher productivity 
Record keeping 
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23 


1 
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18 
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15 
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0 
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11 
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11 


3 


11 


2 


13 


1 


16 


1 


16 


1 


16 


1 


16 


1 


16 


1 


16 



Question #9 asked repondents to "circle any of the following agencies that 
have provided personnel, financial/material support for your use of computers 
in curriculum management and curriculum development." The results of the 
analysis of Question #9 are suirmarized in Table 7. It appeared that state 
agencies were utilized more than twice as often as any of the other agencies 
listed. ' 

TABLE 7. FREQUENCY OK HELP PROVIDED BY AGENCIES OUTSIDE THE DISTRICT 

'^9^nc^es . % of Use Rank 

State Department of Education 
Federal Agency 
Comnercial Agency 
Other 

Regional Education Unit 
University/College 



57 1 

27 2 

27 2 

27 2 

24 5 

18 6 
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m?n^l!.i[!SH <l^strict using computers In curriculum development and curricul 
I2;^???^nJ^ *^ °^ questionnaire. The discussion of the 

Hct kL ^"^Iy2^"9 the responses to Question #7 have been reserved for 
i^,!J5Jrt"nl ^^P^esents the main purpose of the survey. Table 8 contains 
?n SIV^ responses to Question #7. The first flJe uses listed 
TSJjilL^J^^^^'* '"'^'^^r *"*^"9 evaluation uses of computers. 

laL ^Jl wrrmonly associated with developing and managing cSrricu 

were reported by only 37 percent of the districts in the sample. 

iSaNAGEMENt'''^^^"^'^^^ COMPUTER USE FOR CURRICULUM DESIGN AND CURRICULUM 

Curriculum Computer Uses 

Monitoring Student Progress 
Evaluation 

Reporting Student Progress to Parents 
Generating Test Items 
Needs Assessment 
Grouping Students 
Selection of Objectives 
Curriculum Design 
Development of Objectives 
Analysis of Scope and Sequence 
Forecasting 
Materials Selection 
Other 

Chi-Square Comparisons 

Ihl ''^IP^^ *° identify a list of significant relationships 

The following list presents the more interesting of these relationships: 

1. The smaller districts (under 5.000 students) made up 60 percent of 

the districts not using computers in curriculum development and management. 

2. There was no significant relationship between per pupil expenditures 

dpiwfn?" a district spent on using computers in curriculum 

development and panagement. 

Districts in the South and North Central regions reported a much hiaher 
frequency of district wide use of computers than districts in ^he^ 
west and Northeast. 

Question #7 of the questionnaire asked for other uses of computers in curriculum 
?hroS?n*n'"^'"'r^'S^"'" management. Varied responses S gfJIn conce^Jing 

JSLen?rirS*nI?p3*^"^?"' responders listed items. The unedited ^ 

comnents are listed in Appendix C. 
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Rank 


91 


1 


72 


2 


72 
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57 


4 


49 


5 


40 


6 


37 


7 


33 


8 


27 


9 


24 


10 


24 


10 


19 


12 


11 


13 
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Overall, the Chi-square comparisons and the open ended responses (Appendix 
C) confirmed the observation made when the researchers interpreted the 
frequency distribution results of Question #7. Many of the districts that 
reported using the computer to "monitor student progress" also reported 
using it for other testing program applications such as "evaluation," "generating 
test items," "reporting student progress to parents," and "grouping students." 
On the other hand, districts that reported uses like "curriculum design" 
and "section of objectives" also reported uses such as "development of 
objectives," "analysis of scope and sequence," and "forecasting." In general, 
the districts reporting in the study were not very involved in using computers 
to develop and/or manage curriculum; rather, they were using their computers 
and software to track students in some form of testing and evaluation program. 

MAJOR FINDINGS 

1. Many of the reporting districts have developed their own software 

to use in the development and management of curriculum. Some districts 
were using general information management packages which had been 
adapted for curriculum work such as word processors, data bases, and 
spread sheets. 

In the districts reporting, the use of computers in curriculum development 
and management was based upon speed and efficiency in handling data 
rather than other computer capabilities. 

3. Of the agencies which could provide personnel, financial, and material 
support to the school districts for using computers foi curriculum 
development and management, state agencies were used more than twice 
as often as others such as universities, federal agencies, regional 
educational agencies, or commercial agencies. 

4. Uses of computers for curriculum work centered on testing and evaluation 
activities such as monitoring student progress, evaluation, reporting 
student progress, and generating test items rather than on such curriculum 
development activities as material selection, forecasting, analysis 

of scope and sequence, and development of objectives. 

5. This exploratory study determined that the school districts reporting 

were not using computers to any great degree to design or manage curriculum. 
The main use of computers and software associated with curriculum 
work was to track students for testing and evaluation programs. 
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APPENDIX A 




Colorado Association for Supervision 

and 

Curriculum Development 



November 12, 1986 



Dear Colleague: 



We are members of a research team of Colorado ASCD members who are 
conducting a study on the use of computers In curriculum development 
and management. We are attempting to discover to what degree compu- 
ters are used for forecasting, assessing student competency, reviewing 
and organizing the scope and sequence of curriculum content. Identify- 
Ing and selecting academic content and materials, and evaluating 
curriculum plans and materials. 

W(» are requesting that you complete the accompanying questionnaire. 
Ths survey results will serve as the foundation of an attempt to 
determine the use of computers In curriculum services. 

Intense effort has been made to keep the length of the Instrument 
short and yet to provide the needed Information. The time spent 
responding to the Items will be greatly appreciated and very Important 
to this study. Upon completion of the questionnaire, please return 
It In the self-addressed stamped envelope which Is provided. 

To reiterate, your help will be Invaluable to this study and mean- 
ingful to the educational community. Thank you for your time. 



Sinciyely, 

Dr. Dennis W. Cole 

jrado State University 

Myrle E. Hemenway, Prof&slor'Emeritus 
versity of Colorado at Boulder 

Dr. Gary-'L. Hillman 
Denver Public Schools- 

Dr. Bob L. Taylor f 
University of Colorado at Denver 
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SURVET 

Computer Management/Development of Curriculum 



School District 



Address n - i .. 

City State Zip 

Size of District ( Please Circle One ) : 

Less Than 5,000 Students 20,000 - 40,000 Students 

5,000 - 19,999 Students More Than 40,000 Students 

District Type ( Please Circle One ) : 

Urban Suburban Medium City small Town Rural 

District Stru cture ( Please Circle One ); 

^"^ 9-12 K - 12 Other_ 

Per Pu£ii Expenditures, 1985-86 ( Please Circle 0^), 

Less Than $2,000/pupil $2,999/pupil - $4,000/pupil 

$2,000/pupil - $2,999/pupil More Than $4,000/pupil 

S^?S'ivSgS c^ggyg MD 

YES NO 
^' bflow? ^^S, please respond to questions if2 - #8 

B. If you answered NO, please respond to question #8 below. 

2. y/liich office/department is responsible for the uco n-p ««™ * 
^r^lum development and ?urrici?u^°Sa^^|eSntf 

Curriculum Personnel 

Computer Services Other (Ple_ase Specify ).. 



dis?^^?^^ J approximate amount of money that your 

^S^""^^ annually for using computers in curriculum 
development or curriculum management. $ curricuxum 
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Survey, Page 2 



4. Please indicate the number of full and/or part-time personnel 
your district has committed to work with computers in 
developing or managing ciarriculum# full time 

part time 



5» V/hat computer software are you using for ciirriculum management 
and curriculum development? 



6, To what extent are you using computers in curriculum development 
£ind cixrriculum management? (Please Circle One ); 

District-Wide 

Most Schools 

Some Schools 



7. How is yoiir district using computers in curriculum development 
axid curricul\im management? ( Circle Any That Apply ): 



Curricul\im Design 
Needs Assessment 
Forecasting 

Selection of Objectives 
Generating Test Items 
Monitoring Student Progress 



Evaluation 

Materials Selection 

Analysis of Scope and Sequence 

Development of Objectives 

Grouping Students 

Reporting Student Progress 
to Parents 



Other (Please Specify ): 



EKLC 
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Survey, Page 3 

8. What reasons were behind your district's decision to use 

computers in curriculum management and curriculum development? 



9. 



Please circle any of the following agencies that have provided 
personnel.financial/material support for your use of computers 
xn currictaum management and curriculiim development: 

State Education Department 
University/College ( Please Specify ) : 



A Federal Agency ( Please Specify ) : 



Regional Educational 
Unit 

Commercial Agency 
(Please Specify ); 



Other ( Please Specify ); 



10. Please list the names and location of other school districts 
you know of that are using computers in curriculum management 
and curriculum development . — ^ 



THANK YOU ! ! ! 



17 



APPENDIX B 

Geographical Regions Used by the 
U.S. Bureau of the Census 
(* denotes states represented in this study) 



WEST 

Montana* 

Idaho* 

Wyoming* 

Colorado* 

New Mexico* 

Arizona* 

Utah 

Nevada 

Washington* 

Oregon* 

California* 

Alaska 

Hawaii* 



NORTHEAST 
Maine* 

New Hampshire 
Vermont 

Massachusetts* 
Rhode Island* 
Connecticut* 
New York* 
New Jersey* 
Pennsylvania 



NORTH CENTRAL 

Ohio 

Indiana 

Illinois 

Michigan* 

Wisconsin* 

Minnesota* 

Iowa* 

Missouri* 

North Dakota 

South Dakota* 

Nebraska* 

Kansas* 



SOUTH 



Delaware 
Maryland 

District of Columbia 

Virginia 

West Virginia 

North Carolina 

South Carolina* 

Georgia* 

Florida* 

Kentucky 

Tennessee* 

Alabama 

Mississippi* 

Arkansas* 

Louisana 

Oklahoma* 

Texas* 
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APPENDIX C 
Responses to Open Ended Question #7 



We generate grade level expectancy scores. By using SAT scores and 

?J L"rh""°J-"?''^!' we secure a student grade level expectancy swre 
in each subject at each grade level. h ^i."re 

Computers allow us to display or print out performance objectives 

oMpJ?^;Er^^^'^ ^n^' J?"'^ subject area. These perfomance 

objectives are continually rewritten and updated by district personnel. 

%nTc^ 'tSe'resIfSinrdfta'"' '"^"'"^ '''''''''' '^''^^ 

Professional growth plans. 

If it can be done on a computer, we try it. 

Moving students rationally through the curricula. 

Scoring. 

Communications with teachers (we use a fourteen member curriculum 

Jo an i^piopnlte™ ''''' co^nunications 

Curriculum alignment (mapping). 

Student placement. 

Research. 

Conflict matrix. 

Schedule some students. 

We have just begun putting our revised language arts scope and sequence 
via viSLlex'. '''''''' ^"'^ ""'^ *° hav'ing it Sble 

Word processing. 

To write materials relating teaching units to SELOS. to lesson plans 
and to computer lab activities. 'caaun pians. 

Analysis of Michigan MEAP State Test Results. 
Analysis of Michigan ACT and SAT results. 



19 



1 



19. Inventories and ordering of materials, equipment, and textbooks. 

20. Computer application courses. 

21. In-house test scoring of criterion referenced tests. 

22. Within two years, we'll do our own norm test (ITBS) scoring. 

23. Self-paced program for unmotivated students (grades 7-9). 

24. Instructing students. 

25. Grade level expectancy scores. 

26. Grade reporting. 

27. Home notices. 

28. Class size studies. 

29. Test scoring (scanning). 
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